The Great Recession was the most severe recession in the United States since the Great Depression. Annual GDP per capita growth was negative during the years (World Bank 2015 . The annual unemployment rate reached its highest levels since 1982 and remained above 7.0 percent until 2014 (U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics 2015a). The median house price declined by 12.6 percent from 2007 to 2009 and had still not recovered by 2012 (U.S. Bureau of the Census 2015). Each measure represen ts a significant negative shock to the American people, but how were they affected?
Did some population groups fare better than others, and can we explain why? To answer these questions, I provide evidence from nationally representative surveys, from the General Social Survey (GSS), of self-reported evaluations of one's life, commonly referred to as subjective well-being (SWB) or more simply, happiness. Data from the GSS Panel (2006 to 2014) , which tracks the same individuals over time, was also used to supplement the main analysis.
In economics, the well-being impacts of past business cycles have been most commonly 7 3 measured in terms of economic growth, unemployment, and inflation (for example, the misery index), but in more recent years there has been a growing interest in measures of SWB (Stiglitz, Sen, and Fitoussi 2009) . SWB may be better suited than more traditional economic metrics to this purpose. For example, Robert Lucas (1987) argues that business cycles are not very important when considering their effects on aggregate consumption. In response, Justin Wolfers (2003) uses SWB and finds macroeconomic volatility to have "moderate but important" effects on well-being. Justin Wolfers (2003) , and others focusing on SWB, contribute to the economics of happiness, which is a relatively new area of research but one that is becoming increasingly important.
This study is the first to document the SWB impacts of the Great Recession, measured as deviations from long-term trends, disaggregated by population group, and to provide statistical evidence for the mechanisms affecting happiness in the United States during this period. To understand the effects of the Great Recession, estimates of group-specific deviations from group-specific trends are necessary for two reasons. First, the happiness trends are generally negative, but not strictly. They vary especially by race and gender (Blanchflower and Oswald 2004; Stevenson and Wolfers 2008b , 2012 Herbs t 2011) . Second, different population groups report different average happiness levels, and as different trends suggest, they are subject to different long-term forces that may have persisted through the Great Recession.
In addition to the varying trends in happiness, the results show that each population group reported significant declines during the Great Recession. For the population as a whole, 2010 marks the lowest level of reported happiness in the United States since consistent measurement began in the 1970s. The declines during 2010 vary substantially, however. The foreign-born, who were the greatest impacted, repor ted a decline more than three times greater than the full population. Men were impacted more than women, young adults less than people older than twenty-four, and Hispanics more than non-Hispanics. Comparison with the 1980s recession shows that the duration of the Great Recession's well-being impacts was longer, but that the 1980s' impact was deeper. The 1980s' depth is partially explained by a greater decline in women's happiness, however, the overall mechanisms are not yet well understood. In contrast, the declines reported in 2010 can be statistically explained by declining income and rising unemployment. The large decline reported by the foreign-born in 2010 is not surprising when one considers that they reported declines in both income and employment that were each among the largest for the groups studied. The conclusion that declining income best explains the declines in happiness during the Great Recession is further supported by robustness checks, including panel analysis with individual fixed effects.
The results suggest that recessions have a large impact on well-being (contrast with Lucas 1987) , and the mechanisms are not surprising. Declining family income affects consumption, the ability to meet financial obligations, and has many indirect effects. Unemployment similarly has many consequences, not only through income but also nonpecuniary factors. Countercyclical income and employment support may be the most effective for mitigating the wellbeing effects of future recessions, and policymakers may want to target certain populations.
e v idence from Pas T liTer aT ure A review of the past evidence points to income and unemployment as key variables to account for the Great Recession's impact. Two closely related studies, Carol Graham, Soymya Chattopadhyay, and Mario Picon (2010) and Angus Deaton (2011) , each show that unemployment and income measures (including stock prices) are correlated with SWB during the Great Recession in the United States. Unemployment, short-term changes in income, and to a lesser extent inflation have been consistently shown to be related to SWB in a broad context (di Tella, MacCulloch, and Oswald 2001, 2003; Stevenson and Wolfers 2008a; Easterlin et al. 2010; Diener, Tay, and Oishi 2013; Dolan, Peasgood, and White 2008; Winkelmann and Winkelmann 1998) , and during economic crises (Wolfers 2003; Bjørns-kov 2014; Arampatzi, Burger, and Veenhoven 2015) . Thus the expectation is that the Great Recession directly reduced SWB through increased unemployment and reduced income.
What other factors might be important, and were there any that mitigated the income and employment shocks? There is some evidence that welfare-state policies mitigated the effects.
Robson Morgan (2015) shows that greater net income replacement rates reduced the SWB declines reported by European nations during the Great Recession, and generous labor market policy helps to reduce the negative association between SWB and unemployment (Carr and Chung 2014; Wulfgramm 2014 ). However, not all policies are beneficial. Morgan (2015) shows that employment protection legislation exacerbated the well-being effects of the Great Recession in Europe, and Christian Bjørnskov (2014) shows that "wellbeing losses during crises are substantially larger in countries with tighter regulations of credit, labour or product markets" (175). Concerning different population groups, young adults are expected to be affected more by recessions (Bell and Blanchflower 2011) . Better-educated people and married people are happier than their counterparts (Dolan, Peasgood, and White 2008) and they may have also fared better through additional support or better coping mechanisms. In contrast, parents are less happy in the United States (Herbst and Ifcher 2014) , and this association may have increased during the Great Recession through additional income needs or concern for their children's future.
The most closely related studies, Graham, Chattopadhyay, and Picon (2010) and Angus Deaton (2011) , provide some helpful insight, but comparability is limited. As mentioned, they point toward income and unemployment as potential channels, and similar to the present study, each shows SWB declining from early 2008 into 2009. However, they show SWB trending upward beginning in 2009, and recovery by the end of 2009 for Graham, Chattopadhyay, and Picon (2010) and 2010 for Deaton (2011) . In contrast, SWB does not recover until 2012 in the present study. This difference can be explained primarily by different benchmarks. They measure recovery to the early 2008 SWB levels, while I measure recovery to long-term trend levels, and 2008 was below trend.
What is more important for comparison, the data used in Graham et al. (2010) and Deaton (2011) have limitations. Both papers use SWB data from the Gallup Healthways WellBeing Index, which is a daily survey beginning in 2008. The first limitation relates to the daily survey, which may be overly sensitive to dayto-day events, some that may be important, and "some that have only dubious implications for well-being" (Deaton 2011, 23) . Second, the Gallup SWB data are biased downward by the presence and placement of political questions in the survey that also varies over the study period. Deaton (2011) implements corrections for the political question bias, but the analysis depends on the corrections' validity. Last, their analyses are necessarily limited to focus on short-term relationships because the survey begins in 2008. Free from the limitations associated with Gallup's daily data, the present analysis is better placed to study the effects of the Great Recession on happiness in a longterm context.
h a PPines s daTa a nd me Thods
The General Social Survey (National Opinion Research Center 2015a) is the primary source of happiness data for time-trend analysis in the United States. In thirty waves it covers the fortytwo-year period from 1972 to 2014. The survey collects demographic, economic, and attitudinal information for more than fifteen hundred people per wave. Unlike daily surveys, the waves are fielded over a period of several months (typically February to April). It should be noted, however, that there have been changes that could affect time trends (that is, sample composition), but consistent with the past literature, population weights were applied and problematic samples dropped (for example, 1972).
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The GSS measures happiness as the response to the question, "Taken all together, how would you say things are these dayswould you say that you are very happy, pretty happy, or not too happy?" This happiness question is one of many SWB questions. Similar to life satisfaction, it is more evaluative in nature. As the name implies, evaluative questions focus r s f : t h e r u s s e l l s a g e f o u n d a t i o n j o u r n a l o f t h e s o c i a l s c i e n c e s W h o s u f f e r e d m o s t ? 75 2. Based on fixed characteristics, the group composition should remain the same over time. Selective migration could still affect the group composition, especially for the foreign-born, but if we assume those affected most during the Great Recession were the most likely to move, then the Great Recession's impacts were understated not exaggerated.
3. Identification of the effect of being a youth during the Great Recession depends on the birth-cohort variables.
The youngest birth cohort is defined as those born in 1986 or later (1986-cohort) , and in 2010, the entire youth group belongs to the 1986-cohort. As a consequence the youth variable interacted with 2010 is directly collinear with this birth-cohort variable in 2010, and identification relies on the 1986-cohort variable's association in alternative years (2004, 2006, 2008, 2012, and 2014) . To determine if identification for the effect of being a youth during 2008 and 2010 is a problem (in 2008 youth belong to two cohorts), I estimated the same specification for youth without including the birth-cohort variables, and found similar results. The sample sizes and five alternative years provide sufficient variation for consistent identification. 4. A further discussion of this approach can be found in Ada Ferrer-i-Carbonell and Paul Frijters (2004) .
on how the respondent evaluates his or her life. They account for more than how a person feels at given point in time, in contrast to experienc ed well-being measures (such as "How happy were you yesterday?"). Questions like the GSS happiness question are thought to provide consistent and meaningful measures of wellbeing (they are reliable and valid). They show a high degree of correlation between subject responses over a short period of time, are well explained by life circumstances, predict future behavior, and correlate well with other subjective and objective measures of well-being. For a further discussion of the types of SWB questions and their reliability and validity see Arie Kapteyn and colleagues (2015) and John F. Helliwell and Shun Wang (2012) .
The impacts of the Great Recession were estim ated as group-specific deviations from gro up-specific long-term trends, using individual-level happiness regressions, with repeated cross-sectional data from the GSS. Each regression has two population groups that were selected based on fixed characteristics.
2 Deviations in happiness were estimated for women compared to men, African Americans compared to whites and other races, young adults ages eighteen to twenty-four (also referred to as youth) compared to older people, 3 foreignborn compared to native-born, and nonwhite Hispanics compared to non-Hispanics. The regressions use dummy variables for the years 2008 and 2010 (referred to as Recession dummies), fixed characteristics (for example, birthcohort), group indicators, a linear trend, a dummy variable for past recession years, and group interactions with trend and the recession dummies, to obtain group-specific trends and deviations-from-trend. By excluding additional control variables, the recession dummies capture the full short-term impacts of the Great Recession and any additional effects experienced during 2008 and 2010. This model is referred to as the base model and will be built upon in subsequent analysis. The particular estimating equations and control variables are listed in the table footnotes (presented in ordinary least squares form, "OLS" for simplicity).
Consistent with the past literature, the regressions are performed using an ordered probit specification to account for the ordinal nature of the happiness data (similar to Wolfers 2009 and Zarghamee 2014) . Unlike OLS, ordered probit regressions do not make the assumption that people treat the difference between "very happy" and "pretty happy" the same as the difference between "pretty happy" and "not too happy."
4 Ordered probit regressions estimate the probability of each response category as a discrete ordered choice. The resulting coefficients, however, do not apply linearly. So to ease interpretation of the results, I also provide the marginal effects for the probabilities of responding "very happy," which are locally linear and can be interpreted like OLS coefficients. A marginal effect also shows the total effect for a group (that is, it includes the main effect and interaction term for the group of interest).
The paper focuses on explaining the declines in reported happiness in 2010. The GSS was not conducted in 2009, and the 2008 survey was fielded prior to much of the Great Recession's , and self-reported real family income, per household equivalent, had not significantly declined (2008: 33,826; 2006: 33,776) . Note the GSS-based unemployment information is for unemployed people as a percentage of the total population, not the labor force. It is important to note that self-reported income used throughout the paper is total family income, from all sources, before taxes, not conditional on employment, and adjusted for inflation and household size. Previous researchers using the GSS have also used family income (for example, Stevenson and Wolfers 2009; Ifcher and Zarghamee 2014) , because missing values for individual income greatly exceed those for family income (40 percent compared to 10 percent). Analysis using personal income is discussed in the robustness section and shows that the main result does not depend on income measure. Figure 1 illustrates the negative trend, the low mean score in 2010, and the subsequent recovery.
Statistical Significance of Declines by Population Group
The size of the declines during the Great Recession, and how they compare across groups, is summarized in table 1, based on the results in table 2. Each group was statistically less likely to report being "very happy" during 2008 and 2010, and the declines were usually statistically greater in 2010. The foreign-born were greatest impacted. With a 15.1-percentage-point reduced probability of reporting "very happy" in 2010, they reported a substantially larger decline than the full sample, which reported a corresponding decline of 4.6 percentage points. The next largest decline, 8.9 percentage points, was for Hispanics, which is not surprising because more than one-third are foreign-born. In contrast, youth (ages eighteen to twenty-four) reported the smallest decline, only 2.1 percentage points, even though they were expected to be one of most affected groups ( The statistical significance of differences between groups is obtained from the group interactions in the ordered-probit-regression results presented in table 2. For example, the coefficient on "2010 X Group" in column 3 provides an estimate of blacks' experience in 2010 relative to whites' and other races' experience, Source: Author's calculations based on NORC 2015a; NBER 2014. Notes: Omitted groups are men, white, and other races, ages twenty-five and older, native-born, and nonHispanics. Additional control variables include age, age squared, ten-year birth cohort, and mother's and father's education. The estimated regression (specified in OLS) is: happy igt = α 0 + β'x it + δpreces t + λ 0 'time t + λ 1 'time X group 2 + ε igt . happy igt is reported happiness for individual i belonging to one of two groups g in year t; x it is a vector of individual characteristics; preces t is a dummy variable for past recessions; time t ' is the vector ( and in this instance, blacks do not experience a statistically significant difference. The row labels for "Group" refer to the group listed in the column head (that is, in column 2 women are the main group while men are the omitted group). "Year 2008" should be interpreted as the deviation from "Trend" for the omitted group. The 2010 decline for a specified group (reported in table 1) is the nonlinear combination of "Year 2010" and "2010 X Group."
The results for the foreign-born and youth may be surprising, but self-reported declines in income and employment provide plausible explanations. Data from the GSS (reported in appendix table A3) show the foreign-born experienced both a substantial decline in income (21 percent from 2006 to 2010) and increase in unemployment (5.2 percentage points). Youth, in contrast, reported the smallest increase in unemployment from 2006 to 2010 at 1.8 percentage points. Youth also reported a large decline in income, but as mentioned, income is measured as total family income, and it is not clear whom youth are including in "family" income. Moreover, Graham, Chattopadhyay, and Picon (2010) also states young people (nineteen to thirty-five years of age) responded less to events during the Great Recession than older people.
Statistical Significance of Observed Trends in Happiness
Although the focus is on the Great Recession, a few of the long-term trends warrant notice. The first is for women, who report declining levels of happiness in both absolute terms and relative to men. The absolute trend is shown in table 1 by the "Trend" marginal effect. Specifically it means that the probability of women reporting "very happy" declined on average by 0.3 percentage points per year over the period 1973 to 2014.
6 Given the host of improvements in objective indicators for women, it may be surprising that the decline was greater than for men (shown by the negative and statistically significant "Trend X Group" coefficient in table 2, column 2). Comparable results and potential explanations are discussed in Betsey Stevenson and Justin Wolfers (2009) and Chris Herbst (2011) .
During this period, most groups report a negative trend; however, that is not true for blacks, foreign-born, and Hispanics. In the present study blacks report a positive, though statistically insignificant, trend, and past studies have shown a significant-positive trend. The difference is likely because the present study extends the analysis from 2008 to 2014 (contrast with Stevenson and Wolfers 2012) , and the trend has flattened out in recent years. Significant or not, a positive trend in the United States is unusual. Blacks' long-term trend has been discussed in the literature Wolfers 2008b, 2012) ; the trends for the foreign-born and Hispanics should be the subject of future research.
Gre aT reces sion ch a nnelse x Pl a ininG The imPac Ts
Declines in income and employment provide plausible explanations for the declines in happiness reported during the Great Recession, but were other factors important? Did GDP per capita or the aggregate unemployment rate affect happiness beyond their direct effects on individual income and employment? Were other individual characteristics important? What about housing prices? The following sections identify the plausible channels through which the Great Recession operated, and the statistical methods to obtain the results.
Methods and Variables to Identify Plausible Channels
To identify plausible channels, regional and quarter-of-interview controls, personal characteristics, macro variables, and interactions with certain micro controls are sequentially added to the base model. As mentioned, the base model includes fixed-individual characteristics, a dummy for past recessions, a linear trend, group indicators, Recession dummies (for the Great Recession only), and interactions to obtain group-specific deviations from long-term trends. The additional control variables include traditional micro characteristics that affect hap- piness (Dolan, Peasgood, and White 2008) and certain macro-economic variables. In particular the macro pathways include log GDP per capita and lagged log GDP per capita, the unemployment rate, log median house price, the inflation rate, income inequality (Gini coefficient), and government assistance (social expenditures). Lagged log GDP per capita is included because GDP per capita and GDP per capita growth have both been shown to be important variables in the literature, and adding both log GDP per capita and its lag is statistically more flexible than GDP per capita or GDP per capita growth separately. In this context, the unemployment rate could be interpreted as affecting feelings of job security, because controls for individual employment status are also included. Income inequality could be interpreted as affecting trust and feelings of fairness (Oishi, Kesebir, and Diener 2011) . GDP and the unemployment rate were measured at the census division level, the median house price at the census region, and the others at the country level. The specific variables and their sources are detailed in the appendix table A4.
When adding control variables, if the statistical significance of a Recession dummy is reduced, then the added variable helps account for the previously unidentified effects associated with the Great Recession years. In the next step, key micro-control variables are interacted with the Recession dummies. Interactions are important because they allow for the relationships of the interacted variables to change during the Great Recession. The relationships could change because people's preferences change, the economic and social context changed, and because the source of variation is likely due to the Great Recession. With interactions, the original Recession dummies (main effects) capture only the remaining variation during that year that is not associated with that channel.
The sample has been restricted to people reporting family income, employment status, and each of the micro-characteristics of interest. Nativity in particular affects the sample because it was not added to the GSS until 1977. The Gini coefficient also limits the period to 2012 because it was not available for 2014 at time of writing. The analysis based on Hispanic origin is restricted further to the period beginning in 2000, because data on Hispanic origin were not available previously. The base model used to describe the initial declines is an exception. It uses the longest period available, from 1973 to 2014, for each group except those based on nativity and Hispanic origin. As with the descriptive analysis the regressions are conducted using an ordered probit specification, and the particular estimating equations are listed in the table footnotes (presented in OLS form for simplicity). In what follows the analysis is first performed for the population as a whole, including robustness checks. Then group-specific deviations are estimated as outlined earlier.
Plausible Channels-Average Relationship for Full Population
The primary mechanisms affecting happiness during the Great Recession are income and unemployment. The results are presented in tables 3 and 4. Table 3 presents the first set of results with sequentially added controls, and table 4 further adds micro-control Recession interactions. Adding micro controls, including income, labeled "ln(eqv. inc.)," and employment status, reduces the decline reported by the population as a whole, and is enough to reduce the significance of past recessions, though not of the Great Recession. The interactions with the Recession dummies are necessary to statistically account for the Great Recession's effects, discussed later in connection with table 4. The common trend can be statistically accounted for by adding marital status. This result makes sense as marriage is positively associated with happiness, and the married-population share declined over the 
period from approximately 70 to 50 percent (shown in appendix table A1).
In general, the coefficients in table 3 are in the expected direction and statistically significant. Women are happier; blacks less happy; higher education is positively associated with happiness; and Republicans, religious people, married couples, and nonparents are all happier. The happiness association with being foreign-born or a young adult depends on other covariates. At the macro-level, income inequality and the unemployment rate play the largest role. Recall that income inequality could be interpreted as affecting trust and feelings of fairness (Oishi, Kesebir, and Diener 2011) , and the unemployment rate can be interpreted as affecting feelings of job security when individual employment status is also controlled. In contrast to what one might expect, housing prices at the census division level do not help explain the declines. Social expenditures, GDP per capita, and inflation were also dropped because they are not statistically important. Social expenditures were not presented because they reduced comparability across columns (they are only available beginning in 1980). 8 Table 4 presents the more important results. The happiness declines from long-term trends are accounted for by the added micro-control interactions, which as explained later, is shown by the "Year 2010" dummy (panel A) being reduced in magnitude and significance. Specifically, full-time-employed people are not statistically less happy than trend in 2010, and people report the trend level of happiness when excluding the effects of income.
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Column 1 of table 4 presents the results from the base model with location and quarter-ofinterview controls added. The subsequent columns include the macro and micro controls from table 3's column 8, and add interactions with key micro-variables. In column 2, employment status is interacted with the Recession dummies. Because the omitted category is "employed full-time," the Recession dummies capture the effect of being employed full-time during the years 2008 and 2010. Thus, the insignificant "Year 2010" dummy (column 2) means full-time-employed people did not report a decline from long-term trends in 2010. In column 3, income is interacted with the Recession dummies, and the 2010 dummy indicates that after accounting for income changes, people are not statistically less happy than trend levels. Remember, the income measure is adjusted family income from all sources, and is not conditional on employment.
Column 4 indicates that people with high school or less education are less happy than those with more education (panel C), and education is more important during the Great Recession (see the negative coefficient on the high school-Recession interactions in panel B). Lower educated people may be more vulnerable to the effects of the Great Recession or have inferior support systems. Moving across the columns, married people are happier on average (panel C), and never married people are even worse off during the Great Recession (column 6, panel B). Marriage could mitigate the negative effects of the Great Recession, but unmarried people (separated, divorced, and widowed) people were not differentially affected during the Great Recession. Column 7 shows that parents (married and unmarried) were also not differentially affected during the Great Recession (insignificant parent-Recession interactions), but when controlling for marriage during the Great Recession (column 8), parents do report a larger negative relationship with SWB. As a reminder, the coefficient on 2010 is for the omitted category with continuous controls accounted for separately, which means the positive and significant coefficient on 2010, in column 8, shows that married people who are full-time employed, have no kids, have more and there are now three separate overlapping panels, each with three waves, that collectively cover the years than a high school education, and excluding income effects, showed an increase in happiness during 2010 (at 10 percent significance). It is interesting to note that the declines in happiness observed in 2008 are not well explained. As discussed earlier, the survey in 2008 preceded much of the economic decline, and it is likely for this reason that the decline in 2008 cannot be explained by economic factors. Note too, however, that education, marital status, and parental status also fail to explain the impacts in 2008. It is possible that Americans perceived uncertainty in anticipation of the economic declines and that reduced their happiness.
Robustness Checks
Additional results emphasize the importance of income during the Great Recession. In the previous analysis, the deviations were measured from a linear trend, and the decline during 2010 was statistically explained with micro, macro, and micro-interaction determinants. However, the models may face problems with endogeneity associated with behaviorally chosen variables, and it is possible that the longterm trends are nonlinear. For these reasons, two robustness checks were used.
The first check uses regressions that separately add the income and employment status interactions to the base model. This reduces endogeneity concerns because the variables resulting from behavioral choice are excluded, and the main effects of income and employment should capture any endogenous relationship that is not specific to 2008 or 2010. As an added benefit, the full period (1973 to 2014) is retained when excluding nativity and the Gini coefficient from the regressions. The second check uses a cubic trend in place of the linear trend.
The 2010 marginal effects, or changes in probability of reporting "very happy," are reported in appendix table A5. Remember the marginal effects are associated with the 2010 dummy or main effect excluding the interaction terms. Without additional controls, the interactions between income and the Recession dummies are sufficient to account for the decline in happiness reported in 2010 (shown in column 3), and this result does not depend on a linear trend (column 5). In contrast, full-timeemployed people are statistically less happy in 2010 (column 2). Without controls, they report a smaller decline in 2010 than the average person, but the decline is still statistically significant. Reduced income is the most important channel affecting happiness during the Great Recession, and this result holds under multiple scenarios. However, it is important to remember that income and unemployment are not independent of each other. Changes in adjusted family income may result from changes in personal wages, family member wages, household composition, and government transfers, or may have been caused by unemployment or underemployment.
As mentioned, adjusted family income was relied upon because personal income data were more likely to be missing (40 percent compared to 10 percent). However, it may be expected that the happiness-income relation depends on the source of income. To determine if the income measure drives the key results, an additional robustness test was used. In column 6 of table A5, real personal income and its interactions with the Recession dummies were added to the base model. Results for the comparable analysis using adjusted family income are presented in column 3. Comparing the two estimates, the results are visibly different, but neither is statistically significant. Like adjusted family income, reduced personal income in 2010 can account for the average reported decline in happiness in 2010.
Happiness Changes by Individual
The interpretation of the long-term analysis is limited to comparisons of different people. To measure the effects of variable changes over time for a given person, longitudinal or panel data are necessary. Using the relatively new GSS Panel data (covering the period 2006 to 2014) I further tested the mechanisms affecting happiness during the Great Recession using a fixedeffects logit specification. 10 The main conclu-sion is the same. Declining income statistically explains the happiness declines in 2010. However, this result may be considered more robust, because individual fixed effects capture omitted time-invariant factors. The panel analysis is similar to the longterm but differs in a few important aspects. Year dummies are added for each year in the sample excluding 2010, making it the reference period, not long-term trends. Then similar to the robustness checks, income and employment status are separately added to see if they can explain the year effects. 2010 was used as the reference period because it had the lowest level of happiness and was the only year that each GSS panel was fielded.
11 Fixed-effects logit specifications are used with the binary variable "very happy" because ordered probit models are not possible with fixed effects (Cameron and Trivedi 2005, 796) . Column 4 presents the main effects for each year when income-year interactions are used. Excluding the effects of income, individuals are not statistically more likely to report "very happy" during 2006, 2008, or 2012 . They are equally happy in 2010, which is consistent with the long-term analysis. However, the 2014 main effect is statistically significant, which indicates people are happier in 2014 than in 2010, even when excluding the effects of differences in income.
Channels by Population Group
The explanations of the Great Recession's effects for various population groups are similar to those for the population as a whole. Declining income statistically accounts for the declines in happiness reported by each group in 2010, with one exception. Rising unemployment is also important.
A summary of the results can be illustrated with the reported declines before and after accounting for the plausible channels. In figure 2 the darker bars correspond to the 2010 declines in the probability of reporting "very happy." The first estimates are from the base model and are repeated from table 1. Note that as before, the deviations are negative and statistically significant at 5 percent for each population group except youth (eighteen to twentyfour). The lighter gray bars are for the base model, but with additional channels controlled. Specifically, the light gray deviations show the "effects" of 2010, excluding income's association with happiness. Notice that the confidence intervals greatly increase, and for men and blacks, what were statistically significant and negative deviations are now positive and sig- 11. See the preceding note, regarding the General Social Survey.
12. There are ordered logit estimation techniques that allow fixed effects (Ferrer-i-Carbonell and Frijters 2004) , but the binary-response logit model is consistent and simpler to implement.
13. The effect of not changing employment status is treated the same as being in the reference group because fixed-effects models estimate the effects of changes in independent variables. Also, anyone who did not report a change in "very happy" over the period is dropped from the regression. r s f : t h e r u s s e l l s a g e f o u n d a t i o n j o u r n a l o f t h e s o c i a l s c i e n c e s
14. The analysis for Hispanic and non-Hispanic groups only covers the period from 2000 to 2012 based on availability of the Hispanic variable and Gini coefficient. It is likely due to the shorter period that Hispanics only require nificant. The 2010-reported decline in happiness is accounted for with micro and macro controls, and income-Recession-dummy interactions. Women are, however, an exception when using income interactions. The supporting estimates are presented in table 5, along with alternative models. Table 5 provides a summary of the 2010 change in the likelihood a population group will report being "very happy." The estimates are marginal effects from ordered probit regressions for the 2010 dummy or main effect. The first row repeats the declines reported in table 1. Subsequent rows show how the declines change as controls are added to the base model. For the full sample, the rows correspond to the columns in tables 3 and 4 (specific columns are described in the footnotes). Compared to the base model, the model for the row labeled "Micro controls" adds dummies (without interactions) for census division, rural location, quarter of interview, education level, Republican, religious, marital status, parent, employment status, and income. The macro controls include the unemployment rate and the Gini coefficient. The statistically insignificant marginal effect for Hispanics in row 2 means the micro controls are sufficient to account for their 2010 decline in reported happiness. there were less than thirty youths in the sample who were full-time employed and also had a high school or less education in 2010). For the same reason specifications including interactions for parents and marital status were excluded. The rows beginning with "Employment interaction" add Recession year interactions with: (1) employment status (employed fulltime is omitted); (2) income; (3) employment status and income; and (4) high school education (less than high school omitted), employment status, and income. The row "Income interaction" presents the estimates associated with figure 2. With the interactions, the reported marginal effects represent the deviations for the omitted category or excluding the effects of income. The last row, for example, is based on the model with micro-and macro controls, and interactions with employment status, income, and high school or less education (table 4, column 5), and the marginal effect is for people employed full-time, with more than a high school education, and excluding the association with income.
Moving down the rows in table 5, column 1, the reduced magnitude and significance of the 2010 "effects" show that the unexplained decline in happiness reported in 2010 can be accounted for with micro and macro controls (shown by the reduced magnitude), but requires income or unemployment interactions to completely account for the decline (reduced significance). Similar to the full-sample results, interactions are necessary to account for the average decline reported by several groups, specifically, whites and other races, youth, and those older than twenty-four. For other groups, reduced feelings of job security and increasing income inequality (macro controls) are sufficient (women, blacks, nativeborn, and non-Hispanics). In stark contrast, women do not report a decline in 2010 with unemployment interactions, but they do when controlling for income interactions, even fulltime-employed women. This result is unexpected and should be explored further in future analysis.
Among some of the other interesting results, recall that the foreign-born showed the largest decline in the likelihood of reporting "very happy" during 2010 (15.1 percentage points). Table 5 , panel B, column 3, shows that even the full-time-employed foreign-born reported a 10.9-percentage-point decline, which is substantial because the next-largest decline, excluding for Hispanics, was for men at only 6.2 percentage points (table 1, panel A). 15 The 10.9-point decline for the full-time-employed foreign-born is 75 percent greater than the average for men (employed and unemployed). However, adding the income interaction is sufficient to account for the foreign-born's reported decline in happiness (table 5, panel B, column 3, the decline is large but no longer statistically significant). Income interactions are important for other groups, too, especially men and blacks who become statistically happier in 2010 when excluding the effects of income.
The figures by population group are based on the same analysis that was applied to the full sample, but with added group interactions. Full regression results that form the basis for Table 5 (analogous to tables 3 and 4) are available upon request. had a greater impact on the American people? And did the 1980s recession affect SWB through the same channels, especially unemployment and income?
The 1980s results (available upon request) show that 1983 was in fact associated with a larger decline in happiness than 2010. The population was 6.0 percentage points less likely to report being "very happy" in 1983, and only 4.6 percentage points less likely in 2010. This result is partially explained by women's happiness. Women reported substantially larger declines in 1983 (5.5 percentage points) than in 2010 (3.2 percentage points). This result is unexpected, given that women faced larger decreases in employment and income during the Great Recession than in the earlier recession. 16 The foreign-born again reported greater declines in happiness than the rest of the population, but the difference was not as extreme (1983, 7.2-percentage-point decline; 2010, 15 .1-percentage-point decline).
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The 1980s recession warrants further analysis. Unlike 2010, the decline in 1983 cannot be explained with declining income and rising unemployment. Even married people who are full-time employed, have no kids, have more than a high school education, and excluding the effects of income, are statistically less happy in 1983 than trend levels. The two recessions also differ in duration. Figure 1 illustrates how long happiness was below trend during the Great Recession, and how short the deviation was during the 1980s. Statistically the Great Recession's impacts started in 2008, at a 2.0-percentage-point decline in happiness from trend, whereas the 1980s happiness decline began in 1982 at only 1.0 percentage point (the decline in 1980 was not statistically significant, and the GSS was not fielded in 1981). To compare the recessions' impacts, future analysis should also account for their duration.
conclusion Surveys from mid-2010, one year after the official end of the Great Recession, mark the lowest level of happiness in the United States since consistent measurement began in the early 1970s. Declining income and employment from the Great Recession best explain the drop in happiness during 2010. Of the population groups studied, the foreign-born reported declines in both income and employment that were among the largest, and correspondingly, this group reported the largest decline in happiness, which was more than three times as great as that of the full population. Men reported greater declines in happiness, income, and employment than women. Contrary to expectations, young adults (eighteen to twenty-four) reported a smaller decline in happiness than older people, which is likely because they reported one of the smallest increases in unemployment. The most important macro relationships during this period were associated with the rising unemployment rate and income inequality. The other macro variables, GDP, inflation, house prices, and social expenditures, did not statistically affect happiness when individual characteristics were also controlled. To help summarize the results, figure 2 illustrates the initial declines by population group and estimates of the declines excluding the effects of changing income. As a reminder, supporting income and employment data from the GSS are presented in appendix table A3.
The mechanisms are not surprising. As discussed in the literature section, past work on economic crises has pointed to income loss and unemployment as the drivers of declining wellbeing. In general, income losses have larger negative effects on well-being than the positive effects of gaining an equivalent amount (Kahneman and Tversky 1979) , and during the Great Recession this effect was likely amplified. Individuals faced reduced consumption and increased stress associated with meeting financial obligations, especially mortgages. Income loss also affects factors not strictly related. Take spousal job loss as an example; it will reduce family income and possibly affect marital satisfaction. Underemployment is another-it is likely to reduce income and job quality, thus affecting job satisfaction. The effects of unemployment on well-being are also far-reaching. Beyond its effects on income, there are substantial nonpecuniary costs. Liliana Winkelmann and Rainer Winkelmann (1998) show that the nonpecuniary effects of unemployment on life satisfaction are larger than from the loss of income alone. In the introduction to this journal issue, Arne L. Kalleberg and Till M. von Wachter also discuss the effects of job loss during the Great Recession, including the nonpecuniary effects.
The results described here are based on estimates of group-specific deviations from group-specific trends covering a period of approximately forty years, with various micro and macro controls to explain the deviations, and supplemented by panel-data analysis with individual fixed effects. The analysis differs substantively from the two closest studies, by Carol Graham, Soymya Chattopadhyay, and Mario Picon (2010) and Angus Deaton (2011) . Without their data limitations, the present analysis is better placed to document the effects of the Great Recession on the SWB of different populations in a longterm context. Source: Author's calculations based on NORC 2015a. Notes: Income is total real family income (from all sources) adjusted for household size. 1974, 1975, 1980 to 1983, 1990, 1991, 2001, and 2002 . observations. Column 2 adds controls for income (ln[eqv. inc.] ) and employment status. Omitted category is full-time employed. Column 3 interacts employment status with year, but excludes income controls.
Column 4 interacts income with year, but excludes employment controls.
Reported year main effects correspond to λ τ in the following specification (in OLS form for simplicity):
Veryhappy it takes the value of 1 if individual i reports being "very happy" in year t; x it is a vector of individual characteristics. t statistics in brackets (clustered by individual). *p < .10; **p < .05; ***p < .01
